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G R A P E  P R U N I N G  
The Spur and Long Cane Systems Compared
BY T. J. MANEY
Grape pruning experiments carried on near Council Bluffs 
during the season of 1914 for a comparison of the “ spur”  with 
the I‘ long cane and spur renewal”  system, showed that the vines 
pruned alter the long cane system yielded, on the average, 41 per 
cent more grapes than the spur pruned vines. These results indi­
cate that the long cane system is of value for the southwestern 
and other sections of Iowa where grapes are grown. However, it 
must be recognized that these results are for one year only. Fur­
ther experiment with the two systems must be carried on before 
the long cane system can be recomended unreservedly.
The pruning experiments grew out of a survey made by the 
pomology section of the Iowa Agricultural Experiment station 
in the summer of 1913 for the purpose of obtaining data relative 
to the methods of vineyard management in the vicinity of Coun­
cil Bluffs. The one operation that attracted the most attention 
was the “ spur”  system of pruning which had been practiced here 
for a number of years. It is unlike the grape pruning systems 
that are used in the other grape growing regions of the United 
States and it was later decided to investigate it thoroughly.
This style of pruning is very well shown in fig. 1 which gives 
the impression that there is too much non-producing vine in 
comparison with the amount of bearing wood left for fruiting. 
In the case of this particular vine the lower wire of the trellis is 
not utilized at all for the support of fruiting canes.
This particular system of pruning perhaps had its origin in the 
fan type. The first grapes planted in this region were pruned 
according to the low-headed fan system. Each year the old canes 
were cut back to near the surface of the ground and the vine 
renewed by means of one year old canes which each fall were laid
Note: The various technical terms in this bulletin may be defined as follows: 
i run m e: The operation of cutting off certain parts of the vine with the view of 
leaving only sufficient one year wood to produce the crop of fruit for the following season.
,, Training: The development and arrangement of the various parts of the vine on the trellis.
tv. + -ur Pruning: This is the type of pruning which is illustrated by the vine
n i f f 1S, own in fig. 1. It has been practiced largely in the vicinity of Council 
rpfutls’ l °wa- All the fruiting wood in this type is cut back to two or three buds. 
T stlor*; canes or spurs are_ supposed to be distributed uniformly over the vine, 
n this type no additional provision is made for the production of renewal wood, 
of it“" *  .ne Pruning: The type of pruning wherein a certain number of canes 
th ttle Previous season’s growth, consisting of eight or ten buds each, are left for 
can productl?n of fruit during the following season. In addition to leaving the long 
of l*’ <7eljtam pnnes are also cut back , to one or two buds in order to force a excess 
i plant food into the short spurs_ and thus cause their buds to throw out vigorous 
anes which can be used for fruiting wood the following season. The spurs are 
Known as renewal spurs.
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Fig. 1—A spur pruned vine which is in need of renovation.
down and covered with earth for winter protection. Later, by 
experience, the growers learned that laying down was unneces­
sary for the Moore’s Early, Concord, Worden and Niagara, the 
varieties most extensively grown in this section.
The fact that it was unnecessary to bend the vines to the 
ground each year, influenced the growers to allow more of the 
older and stronger wood to remain on the trellis. In a short time 
the trellis became crowded with the old wood and as there was mo 
room for long young canes, gradually the method of spurring 
took the place of the long cane renewal. So much of this old 
wood has now accumulated in the vines, as is shown by fig. 1, that 
they are badly in need of a thorough renovation to put new life 
and vigor into them. It is still possible to accomplish this object 
by the vigorous use of a saw and shears in cutting out the old 
arms and replacing them with vigorous young canes as is shown 
in the illustration on the cover page.
At the annual short course, which was held at Council Bluffs 
during January, 1914, the subject of grape pruning was dis-
4
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cussed and the system wherein long canes and renewal spurs are 
used was demonstrated by the writer. Later in the spring the 
pomology section in co-operation with the Agricultural Extension 
department of the Iowa State College gave several pruning dem­
onstrations in the vineyards near Council Bluffs. The result of 
this work was that a number of the growers were so favorably 
impressed with the new style of pruning that they offered parts 
of their vineyards to the Iowa Agricultural Experiment station 
for carrying out co-operative experiments in pruning.
EXPERIMENTS COMPARING THE SPUR W ITH THE 
LONG CANE SYSTEM OF PRUNING
The pruning tests were carried out in the vineyards of J. W. 
Dorland, W. C. Rich, L. J. Johnson, Charles Konigmacher, and 
E. A. Hess.# Two rows of Concord grapes were selected in each 
of the first four vineyards mentioned. One row was pruned by 
the grower who followed the spur method. The other was pruned 
after the long cane method by the writer.
No particular system of training was followed on the old vines 
pruned by the long cane method except in a general way to direct 
the new growth toward the fan system. The main object was to 
prune according to the long cane system and at the same time 
reduce the amount of old vine, replacing the heavier wood with 
vigorous young canes and renewal spurs. The illustration on 
the cover page gives a very good idea o f how the majority of 
old vines looked after the shears and saw had done their work. 
In contrast to this vine, the view in fig. 1 is representative of 
many of the spur pruned vines in the experiments.
During the growing season it was evident from the set and 
distribution of the fruit that the long pruned vines were going 
to give the highest yields. June 20, 1914, an inspection of the 
experiments was made by a large group of the grape growers 
and all were impressed with this fact. The fruit on the spur 
pruned vines was mostly bunched together along the top wire 
in a rather compact mass. Very few bunches were produced 
lower down on the vines.
In the spring of 1914 the bloom on the vines in all the vine­
yards was very. abundant but heavy rains at blossoming time 
caused a poor set of fruit in many of the vineyards. The failure 
of the flowers to fertilize properly resulted in small and loosely 
formed bunches. The fruit produced was of good size and high 
quality. However, the yield was shortened considerably.
The grapes from the vines in both systems o f pruning ripened 
at about the same time. The fruit was then picked and the 
weights recorded for the individual vines.
. Acknowledgment is gratefully made to these and other growers who so materially 
assisted in carrying on the experiments.1
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In all the experiments only the normal vines were considered 
in figuring the averages. In both the spur pruned and the long 
pruned rows some of the vines were not in a normal condition, 
being diseased, too young for bearing, or severely cut bach; or, 
as with two of the vines, the grapes were not ripe at picking time.
The following tables give the records of the experiments in 
the different vineyards:
THE DORLAND VINEYARD TESTS  
The vines in the Dorland vineyard were about 18 years old. A 
large amount of old wood had been accumulated on all the plants. 
This vineyard was the only one in which the vines were pro­
tected against disease and insects by the application of several 
sprayings with bordeaux mixture and lead arsenate. Black 
rot appeared on the leaves in July, but the dry weather pre­
vented it from developing in all the vineyards. This was the 
first appearance of the disease since 1909. Insects were not 
numerous enough to be a disturbing factor.
TABLE I— PRUNING EXPERIMENTS— 1914 
Dorland Vineyard, Council Bluffs, Iowa.
Vine No.
Sp
ur
 P
ru
ni
ng
 
Yi
el
d 
in
 L
bs
.
Lo
ng
 C
an
e 
Pr
un
in
g 
Yi
el
d 
in
 L
bs
.
1
Vine No.
Sp
ur
 P
ru
ni
ng
 
Yi
el
d 
in
 L
bs
.
Lo
ng
 C
an
e 
Pr
un
in
g 
Yi
el
d 
in
 L
bs
.
6.50 4.00 16............................... 11.25 10.00
5.50 5.00 17....................... ......... 8.00 12.50
4.50 6.00 18................................. 6.75 12.50
9.75 10.00 19................................. 4.50 11.50
6.50 7.00 2 0 ............................... 9.75 12.50
12.00 10.00 21................................. 8.00 8.75
7.50 17 50 22 .. ............................ 10.25 10.00
11.75 12.50 23................................ 4.50 12 60
11.75 15.00 24................................ 2.25* 13.50
9.00 15.75 25................................. 8.00 21.00
9.50 14.50 26................................. 11.00 17.00
11.75 18.00 27................................. 13.25 7.75
12.50 9.00 28................................. 17.50
8.00 17.00 29................................. 10.00
8.50 8.00 30................... ............. 7.00
•These vines were not normal in some respect and were not figured in the averages.
Spur Pruning Long Cane
Pruning
Total number normal vines. . . . . .
Total production by normal vines
Average production per vine........
Average percentage increase........
29
264.75 lbs. 
9.12 lbs.
27
318.75 lbs. 
11.80 lbs. 
28.2%
THE RICH VINEYARD TESTS
The vines in the Rich vineyard varied from 12 to 30 years old. 
After Mr. Rich learned the long cane system he pruned the 
greater part of his vineyard according to this method in the 
spring of 1914. When he was ealled upon to prune one of the 
experimental rows according to the spur method, he found dif­
ficulty in again accustoming himself to the old style of spurring.
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In consequence of this fact, many of the spurs were perhaps left 
longer than they would have been under strict adherence to the 
spur system.
TABLE II— PRUNING EXPERIMENTS— 1914 
Rich Vineyard, Council Bluffs, Iowa.
Vine No.
1234
5,6.
7,
8 . 
» .
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
16. 
16.
17.
Sp
ur
 P
ru
ni
ng
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d 
in
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.
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ng
 C
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e 
Pr
un
in
g 
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d 
in
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Vine No.
Sp
ur
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ru
ni
ng
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ld
 in
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.
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ng
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e 
Pr
un
in
g 
Yi
el
d 
in
 L
bs
.
12.50 12.50 18................................. 8.00 9.50
15.00 14.00 19................................. 10.50 13.00
13.00 10.00 20................................. 5.00* 19.00
10.50 15.00 21................................. 10.00 15.25
10.00 15.25 22................................. 8.50 14.50
8.00 12.00 23..................... .......... 16.50 11.75
12.00 10.50 24.-.............................. 8.25 15.00
14.00 12.75 25................................. 11.00 11.00
11.50 14.75 26................................. 5.75 14.50
10.37 13.50 27............. ................... 11.50 17.00
10.00 14.00 28................................. 11.25 16.00
15.00 6.12* 29................................. 6.50 0.00*
11.00 14.50 30................................. 11.25 12.00
11.00 14.00 31................................. 11.50 11.50
9.50 24.75 32................................. 14.50 12.50
14.50 14.25 33...... .......................... 20.25
13.50 16.00 34................................. 12.00
*These vines were not normal in some respect and were not figured in the averages.
Spur Pruning
Total .number of normal vines............................................  31
Total production by normal vines....................................  346.37 lbs.
Average production per vine............................................  11.17 lbs.
Average percentage increase..............................................
Long Cane 
Pruning 
32
452.50 lbs. 
14.14 lbs. 
26.5 %
A small portion of the Rich vineyard was pruned during the 
autumn of 1913, before the long cane method was demonstrated 
to the Council Bluffs growers. The vines in this part were 
spurred very closely and were typical examples of the old style. 
The fruit was weighed from ten of these vines for comparison 
with other vines under experiment. Table III gives the results.
TABLE III
Vine No.
N
o.
 lb
s.
 
Pr
od
uc
ed
Vine No.
N
o.
 lb
s.
 
Pr
od
uc
ed
1............... 12.00 6............ 4.752........ 6.00 6.008............. 10.00 8.................................. 8.504........... 6.50 9.................................................. 6.506 . . . ___ _ 10.00
-
1 0 ... 6.00
Total...................................... 76.25
Average per vine...................................... ................................................... . 7.6 lbs.
Average per vine long cane pruning in same vineyard....................... . 14.14 lbs.
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THE JOHNSON VINEYARD TESTS
The Johnson vineyard, consisting of about one thousand vines, 
was 4 years old. It was divided into two sections of 500 vines 
each. The south section was pruned by the spur method before 
the long system was demonstrated to Mr. Johnson. Later the 
north half was pruned according to the long cane system. In 
the experimental rows the long cane vines showed a decided in­
crease over the spur pruned vines. This was also true of the 
whole north section, which in yield almost doubled that of the 
south part.
TABLE IV— PRUNING EXPERIM ENTS— 1914 
Johnson Vineyard Council Bluffs, Iowa
Vine No.
Sp
ur
 P
ru
ni
ng
 
Y
ie
ld
 in
 L
bs
.
Lo
ng
 G
an
e 
Pr
un
in
g 
Yi
el
d 
in
 L
bs
.
Vine No.
Sp
ur
 P
ru
ni
ng
 
Y
ie
ld
 in
 L
bs
.
Lo
ng
 C
an
e 
Pr
un
in
g 
Y
ie
ld
 in
 L
bs
.
1 ................................. 7.00 14.50 18 6.75
6.50
6.50
9.75
5.50
5.00
4.00
6.75
5.75
4.75
7.75
8.00
8.75 
4.25
6.50 
5.00
9.00 
0.00* 
0.00* 
0.00* 
0.00* 
0.00*
12.75
11.00
15.25
e.oo*
14.50
11.50 
9.50
5.00
2................................. 6.50 12.50 193................................. 5.75 17.00 204................................. 3.76 12.00 215 ................................. 4.25 9.50 226................................. 0.00* 11.00 287................................. 6.75 11.50 24 ...8................................. 4.25 12.00 259 ................................. 5.00 9.00 2fi
10................................. 5.75* 12.00 27.11................................. 8.00 13.75 2812..................... .......... 0.00* 3.00* 2913................................. 0.00* 11.50 3014................................. 6.50 9.50 3115................................. 0.00* 8.50 3216................................. 0.00* 9.50 3317................................. 0.00* 10.00
*These vines were not normal in
Total number of normal vines. . .  
Total production by normal vines 
Average production per vine 
Average percentage of increase...
some respect and were not figured in the averages.
Spur Pruning Long Cane
Pruning
.................................  26 24
.................................  159.25 lbs. 272.25 lbs.
......................... ...... 6.12 lbs. 11.34 lbs.
.................................  85 .2%
THE KONIGMACHER VINEYARD TESTS
The Konigmacher vineyard was about 18 years old. Such a 
radical system of spur pruning had been practiced that the vines 
had accumulated a great mass of old wood on the lower parts, 
leaving only the portion of the vine on the upper wire for fruit­
ing.  ^ In changing to the new system it was very difficult to 
obtain young canes for the lower wire. However, the vines 
under experiment were given a severe cutting back and the long 
cane system adhered to as closely as possible. To a person ac­
customed to using the spur system it would appear that the 
vines pruned according to the new way would be ruined. , The
8
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same vines are now in better condition than any of the others 
in the vineyard and the fruiting records show the advantage 
which they gained in the first year over the spur pruned vines.
TABLE V— PRUNING EXPERIM ENTS— 1914 
Konigmacher Vineyard, Council Bluffs, Iowa.
Vine No.
12
3
4
5
6 
7 ,8c910
11 ,
12
13
14
15 
16.
17,
18,
19.
Sp
ur
 P
ru
ni
ng
 
Y
ie
ld
 in
 L
bs
.
|
Lo
ng
 C
an
e 
Pr
un
in
g 
Y
ie
ld
 in
 L
bs
.
Vine No.
Sp
ur
 P
ru
ni
ng
 
Y
ie
ld
 in
 L
bs
.
Lo
ng
 C
an
e 
Pr
un
in
g 
Y
ie
ld
 in
 L
bs
.
.50* 0.00* 20................................. 16.00 6.506.50 5.50 21................................. 4.00 23.50
11.00 13.00 22................................. 8.00 7.00
.25* 10.50 23..................... ........... 1.25* 7.501.50* 5.00 24................................. 3.00 0.00*
3.25* 2.00* 25................................. 7.00 9.50
6.00 13.50 26................................. 9.25 6.75
8.25 7.00 27................................. 5.75 13.50
9.00 10.50 ,28................................. 9.50 21.75
4.50 15.50 29................................. 6.25 24.50
10.75 7.50 30................................. 1.50* 10.00
6.50 11.50 31................................. , 17.75 14.75
2.00* 9.25 3 2 ................................ 3.50 13.75
11.25 9.00 33 ................................ 10.50 11.50
16.00 8.50 34................................. 7.00 13.25
6.75 10.00 35................................. 5.00 12.25
4.00 9.50 36......................... . . . . 8.00 3.00*
9.00
6.00
2.50*
11.25
37....................... 1____ 7.50 . 9.00
♦These vines were not normal in some respects and were not figured in the averages.
Total number normal vines..........
Total production by normal vines 
Average production per vine. . . . ,  
Average percentage of increase. . .
Spur Pruning 
30
235 lbs.
7.83 lbs.
Long Cane 
Pruning 
32
362 lbs. 
11.31 lbs. 
44 .4%
TABLE VI— PRUNING EXPERIM ENTS— 1914 
AVERAGE RESULTS
Dorland, Konigmacher, Rich and Johnson Vineyards
Spur Pruning Long Cane Pruning
116
1005.37 lbs. 
8.66 lbs.
g
1405.50 lbs. 
12.22 lbs. 
41%
Observations were also made on the vineyard of E. A. Hess in 
which a large number of vines were pruned after the long cane 
system. However, no detailed records were kept on the produc­
tion of these vines.
CONCLUSIONS
It is realized that too much dependence should not be placed 
on the results of one year’s experiments. However, the fact 
remains that in the Dorland, Rich, Johnson and Konigmacher
9
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vineyards the production from the plots pruned on the long cane 
system average 41% higher than the plots pruned by the spur 
method. Such a showing indicates that the long cane system must 
have some good features. I f  it is to be of real value every grape 
grower should set aside a few vines and test the system for himself.
GRAPE PRUNING
To prune a grape vine intelligently the pruner necessarily 
must be acquainted with a few of the simple principles connected 
with the growth of the vine, viz.:
1. The fruit is produced on shoots which spring from the one 
year wood and therefore the pruning of the vine is primarily a 
renewal proposition. A  certain amount of wood of the previous 
year’s growth must be saved each year for fruit production and 
provision made to provide for a renewal growth which can be 
used the following year.
2. Generally speaking, operations which reduce the vigor of 
the vine tend to promote fruitfulness and factors which limit 
fruitfulness tend to promote vigor.
I f too much of the new wood is left on the vine, overbearing 
results. On the other hand, if too little of the new wood is left, 
the vigor of the vine is directed to the production of woody 
growth. In this connection, bending, girdling or twisting the 
cane injures the tissues and causes a loss in vigor and an in­
crease in fruiting capacity.
The best pruner is the one who takes consideration of these 
principles. Acting accordingly, he shapes and adjusts the main 
body of the vine to the training system which he has in mind as 
an ideal, and prunes the bearing part of the vine so that it will 
be renewed from year to year, never allowing the vine to over­
bear but making it bear to its full capacity.
PRUNING OLD VINES
The suggestions which are here given for pruning are appli­
cable particularly to the conditions in southwestern Iowa. How­
ever, the same principles and type of pruning can be adapted 
with but a few exceptions to all parts of the state.
In southeastern Iowa, in localities where the soil is poor, less 
bearing wood must be used in order not to overtax the vigor of 
the vine. Black rot is also more prevalent in the eastern part 
of the state and in order to control this disease more easily, the 
canes selected must be arranged on the trellis so that good circu­
lation of air will be insured.
Old vines which have been improperly pruned for a number 
of years present about the same pruning problems in all cases. 
The type of training already has been determined and the prun­
ing merely becomes a matter of renovation. The old non-pro-
10
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Fig. 2-—The most productive fruiting shoots usually come from the buds in the middle 
portion of the fruiting cane.
ductive wood must be removed and one-year canes substituted for 
the production of fruit.
Where old vines have been spur pruned for a long number of 
years, as they have been in the Council Bluffs vineyards, they 
necessarily have acquired an excessive amount of non-bearing 
vine. The reason for this is because with the spur pruning no 
provision is made for renewal canes. With grapes the greatest 
growth takes place in the highest shoots and on the shoots farth­
est away from the main trunk. As a result, at pruning time, 
the highest shoots, being the strongest, are naturally selected for 
spurs. Year after year this selection is followed so it is not 
at all surprising that all the fruiting wood is on the top wire or 
that the side arms extend out eight to ten feet. These facts are 
well illustrated in fig. 1.
In changing from the spur system to the long canes with re­
newal spurs, the pruner must remember several things. The 
weakest fruit buds on a cane are the ones at the base and at 
the extreme tip, whereas the strongest are located six or eight 
buds out from the base. This statement may perhaps be dis­
puted, but if actual observations are made of the long cane 
when in fruiting, it will be seen that the best bunches are on the 
shoots coming from the buds in the middle portion of the cane.
11
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Fig. 2 shows this distribution of the fruit on one of the long 
canes.
With spur pruning it will he noticed that many of the spurs 
do not produce fruiting shoots, but on the contrary throw out 
heavy non-productive shoots which sometimes grow to a length 
of 20 feet or more. The reason for this growth is simple. The 
few buds at the base of the cane, which was spurred, were not 
fruit buds and consequently expended their vigor on wood 
growth.
The fact that the lower buds are not well adapted for fruit 
production is made use of in the long cane pruning. Long 
canes are selected for fruiting and others are cut back to two 
buds so that they will receive the extra food supply and produce 
strong woody growths.
DETAILS OF THE LONG CANE AND SPUR RENEW AL
SYSTEM
The illustration on the cover page shows a vine which before 
pruning was very similar to the one shown in fig. 1.
The old wood has been cut out and its place taken by the long 
one-year canes. Renewal spurs of oile or two buds have been left 
on the body of the vine.
The manner of pruning back an old vine is illustrated in figs. 
3, 4 and 5. The part of the vine AO  is an arm of old wood 
which was attached to the main body of the vine as illustrated in 
fig. 3. The pruning was done in the spring of 1914 and the cane 
AB  was left as the fruiting cane. It produced the fruiting 
shoots 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, and 6 in the summer of 1914. In addition to 
leaving AB  in 1914 two other canes were also cut back, forming 
the spurs C and D. Spur D did not develop a renewal cane but 
C produced two strong shoots, E  and F, during the growing sea­
son. Fig. 5 shows the 1914 pruning of the part of the vine shown 
in fig. 4. The old part of the vine, OB, was removed entirely. 
Cane E  was selected for the fruiting cane and D and F  spurred 
to provide strong canes for the renewal of the fruiting wood in 
1916.
Four to six such canes like E, having in all from 40 to 50 buds, 
together with replacing spurs, should be left on a vigorous vine. 
By following this system of pruning, it can be seen that the vine 
is kept in its proper location on the trellis.
"With some of the older vines, it will be found necessary to 
replace the old vine completely. This can be done, and the pro­
duction-of fruit not reduced, by successive prunings extending 
over a period of three or four years. To replace the old vine a 
young shoot should be secured as near the ground as possible. 
This shoot must be trained according to the directions given 
for the pruning of young vines. While the young cane is being 
shaped the old vine can be cut out gradually. A period of four
13
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to five years is necessary to make the complete renovation. I f  
young sprouts do not start readily from the base of the old stump, 
growth sometimes can be induced by slightly injuring the bark 
below the surface of the ground with a spade or some such tool.
Fig. 5—Method of pruning the arm OB shown in fig. 4. Note the renewal spurs F and D.
Fig. 4-—Arm of fan shaped vine shown in fig. 3 before pruning. Attention is called to 
the vigorous canes produced by the renewal spur C.
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Fig. 6—Medium sized short pointed canes with plump, rounded buds, produce the best 
fruit. The two lower canes are of the “ bull cane”  type. The buds on canes like 
these are usually wedge shape and are not very productive.
SELECTION OF FRUITING CANES
The production of fruit is much influenced by the type of 
fruiting cane which is selected by the pruner.
The best type of cane to choose for fruiting is one about the 
thickness of a lead pencil. The nodes on such a cane are short 
and the buds are round and plump. A  cane of this type, having 
10 to 12 such buds, is ideal for the long cane system. Some 
pruners are inclined to select the heavier canes with long nodes 
and wedge shaped buds. In fig. 6 canes of the short and long 
jointed types are shown.
The fact that a cane has made an unusual growth indicates that 
the formation of fruit buds has been sacrificed at the expense of 
wood growth. The Concord, and more particularly the Moore’s 
Early grape, when planted on rich soil throw out a growth of 
heavy canes which are covered with short lateral shoots. In this 
case the heavy canes must of necessity be utilized. In doing so 
the average pruner'will usually carefully clip off all the laterals, 
not realizing that some of the best fruit is often produced from 
these side shoots. The laterals should not be removed entirely but 
cut back to one or two buds as shown in fig. 7. The bud at the 
base of the lateral is not a good one for fruit production.
When a vine is found with an excessive wood growth, it is an 
indication of too much vigor. Such a vine may be given more
15
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Fig. 7—Often the best fruit is produced on the short laterals.
fruiting canes to use up the excess of plant food or the canes bent 
or twisted to induce fruit production. It is more profitable to 
raise grapes than useless wood.
TIME FOR PRUNING
Pruning of grapes can be started at any time after the wood 
has ripened up in the fall and before the sap starts flowing in the 
spring. If the vines are to be laid down for winter protection, 
the pruning should be done before the ground freezes. Perhaps, 
the spring is the best time to do the work from the fact that in 
some seasons parts of the vine are winter-killed and if these hap­
pen to be the canes which were pruned in the fall, it is impossible 
to replace them, whereas with the spring pruning it is nearly 
always possible to find on an unpruned vine a sufficient number 
of canes which have come through the winter uninjured. Prun­
ing should not be done when the vines are in a frozen condition 
as the canes are then very brittle and easily broken off.
SUMMER PRUNING
Summer pruning is practiced considerably in the eastern part 
of this state, mostly, however, by growers who maintain the posi­
tion that the bunches require sunlight for ripening. At Council 
Bluffs and in other parts of southwestern Iowa the vines make a 
very dense growth. Sometimes they are at least two feet across, 
yet the grapes ripen perfectly. Fig. 8 suggests how thick the 
growth becomes on the fertile loess soil. This vineyard produced 
over three tons of grapes to the acre. Only one picking was 
necessary as all the grapes ripened early and evenly. The only
16
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Fig. 8 These vines received no summer pruning yet the fruit ripened perfectly.
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summer pruning done was to remove the suckers from the base 
jof the vine about the middle of July. Sometimes much damage 
is done by indiscriminate summer pruning, especially the kind 
where the pruner goes into the vineyard with a corn knife and 
proceeds to hack away at the young growth. The objection to 
this practice is that instead of diverting the energy of the vine 
into fruit production, the vine is apt to increase its growth activ­
ities by throwing out laterals which fill up the trellis, interfere 
with the circulation of air and tend to hinder rather than aid in 
the development of the fruit.
PRUNING YOUNG VINES
Grape vines as received from the nursery are either one or two 
years old. Many of the best growers prefer good one year plants. 
When planting the young vine, the growth is cut back to two 
eyes. Two or more shoots will start from these eyes and after 
they have made a growth of 6 ta 12 inches all but the strongest 
shoot should be broken off. This throws the entire growth into 
the single shoot. Usually too little attention is given to the sum­
mer care of young vines. They are usually allowed to throw out 
a number of shoots, none of which makes sufficient growth to train 
to the trellis the second year. Vines which have made a weak 
growth the first year are benefited by again cutting them back to 
two buds the second season. This practice strengthens the root 
system and insures better canes for tying up to the first wire the 
third year.
PROVIDE TRELLIS AT END OF FIRST YEAR
At the end of the first year a trellis should be supplied. Oak 
or cedar posts set 18 to 20 feet apart should be used in the con­
struction. The trellis should be strung with no. 11 galvanized 
wire. If two wires are used, the first is placed at 30 inches above 
the ground and the second about 26 inches above the first. Bet­
ter training of the vine can be accomplished where three wires 
are used. In this arrangement the first wire is placed at 30 inches, 
the second at 43 inches and the third at 56 inches. The wires 
should not be fastened to the end posts by staples but should be 
wound on some sort of a simple reel. This simplifies the tighten­
ing of the wires, which is a necessary operation each' season.
PRUNING THE SECOND YEAR
The pruning for the second year, provided the vine has made 
the proper growth, will be to head in the single cane and tie it in 
a vertical position to the first wire of the trellis. Early in the 
following growing season, the buds along the lower part of the j 
stalk should be rubbed off and the growth thrown into the four 
or five upper ones which are allowed to remain in order to form j 
the head.
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THIRD PRUNING DETERMINES TYPE
The: third pruning is the one which in a large measure deter­
mines the future type of training for the vine. There are a large 
number of different types of training, all of which have their good 
and bad features. s
The one type which has naturally adapted itself to Iowa con­
ditions is the fan system. With the proper distribution of the 
bearing wood, this type of training combines many of the features
Fig. 9—Training a young rine to the fan system
19
Maney: Grape pruning—The spur and long cane systems compared
Published by Iowa State University Digital Repository, 1914
228
of the other styles and is peculiarly adapted to producing a large 
amount of grapes of good quality.
The pomology section is planning to carry on experiments in 
which the types of training now in practice in various sections 
will be tried out under Iowa conditions. A report on these will 
be made when data is obtained.
The fan system may be trained with a permanent single stem 
reaching to the first wire as is shown in figs. 9 and 11, or in regions 
where laying down is necessary the renewal canes may be started 
from a short stalk near the ground. Fig. 9 shows a three year old 
vine which has been pruned to make a single stem, high-headed, 
fan-shaped vine. Some fruit will be produced on the short arms 
during the third season. However, with the average young vine 
the wood should be headed back pretty severely so as not to 
permit the young vine to overbear.
After the fourth year, the pruning of the vine will be governed 
by the directions given in connection with figs. 3, 4 and 5.
By pruning to long canes each year and providing renewal 
spurs near their base, renewal is always possible and in addition, 
the arms of the vine are not lengthened out to crowd other vines 
on the same trellis.
PRUNING TOOLS
To do efficient work, the pruner must be equipped with the 
right kind of tools, the most important of which is the hand 
shears. There are many types of these on the market, some good 
and some wholly unsuited for fast work. The type of hand 
pruner shown in fig. 10, having a ratchet nut for tightening the 
blade, may be purchased at from $1.00 to $2.00. It does not 
pay to buy cheap pruners. Shears without the lock nut may 
be less expensive but they will continually give trouble by the 
nut working loose and thus permitting the blades to be sprung 
apart.
A pair of hand shears having a ratchet nut, Together with a 
small keyhole saw, make an outfit which is efficient and easy to
Fig. 10—With tools like these the mo'St effix&iht work can he done.
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carry around. Wrapping the handles of the hand pruner with 
adhesive tape, or with leather from the top of an old shoe, gives 
the hand a better grip. Sometimes the heavy double prune.rs, or 
snagging shears, may be used to advantage. However, they are 
clumsy to carry. The keyhole saw will cut easier and can be 
carried in the pruner’s pocket.
TYING up the pruned vines
Tying up the canes after the pruning is finished is almost as 
important as the pruning itself. This work is usually performed 
by women and boys who know very little about the principles of 
pruning or training. Good pruning and ideals of training are 
often ruined by a poor tier. Whoever does the tying should be 
instructed in some of the principles of pruning.
The best material for fastening the canes to the wires is jute 
twine. In making the tie, the twine is first given a wrap 
around the wire and then tied about the cane. This prevents the 
cane from slipping on the wire or being injured by rubbing back 
and forth. The main body of the vine should be firmly secured 
to the wires. This is important because if the body of the vine 
is swayed by the wind, the canes when loaded with fruit and 
foliage will break as a result of the pressure.
In tying up a fan shaped vine to a three wire trellis, it is well 
to follow out the idea illustrated in fig. 11. The canes should be 
curved on the wires where possible. If the canes are tied in a 
vertical position the growth is thrown to the highest buds but 
if the cane is bent along the wire, or is recurved over the upper 
wire in umbrella style, and tied to a lower one, the mechanical 
injury caused by the bending tends to decrease the vigor of 
growth and consequently the energy is diverted into fruit 
production. Checking the growth by recurving the canes also 
tends to throw the growth vigor into the replacing spurs, which
Fig. 12—-The grape cane borer does serious damage but - can be controlled easily by 
burning all the prunings.
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is desirable from the standpoint of the production of renewal 
canes for the following year.
PRUNING AND ITS RELATION TO INSECT CONTROL 
The grape cane borer (Schisto cents hematus, Fabr.) shown 
in fig. 12 has been very destructive in some of the vineyards in 
western Iowa. This little insect can be controlled best by prun­
ing out all the infested canes and then burning all the prun- 
ings. It has been a common practice in the Council Bluffs vine­
yards to fill the soil washes with the grape prunings. These 
iilled-in places have become breeding places for the borer and 
the injury from the insect in the vicinity of the wash usually 
is very severe.
In the practice of spur pruning the pruner usually neglects to 
remove many of the old spurs and thus provides an excellent 
breeding place for the beetles. When renovating an old vine, 
care should be taken to cut out all of these old stubs and burn 
them.
The grape cane borer is so easily controlled by burning the 
prunings that it should never be allowed to gain a foothold in the 
vineyard.
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